IV. Neophyti 1. Textual Crystallization 


A continuación publicamos la Comunicación que leimos en el VIII Congreso 
de Vetus Testamcntum, Edimburgo 1974. Esa Comunicación responde a un 
problema suscitado por el Prof. Goshen-Gottstein quien, estando presente a la 
lectura de ella, aclaró verbalmente que estaba de acuerdo con lo que en la 
Comunicación digo, y que su problema se centra en si el texto de N incluye 
lecciones dobles, conflatae, es decir, si se han integrado en el texto, naturalmente 
genuino, algunos fragmentos a veces mal zurcidos. Planteado así el problema 
textual, hay diversos w de N en los que se pueden descubrir versiones dobles, a 
veces poco hábilmente saturadas al texto primitivo. Véase parte final de la Comu¬ 
nicación. 

At the Sixth World Congress for Jewish Studies, Jerusalem 1973, Profes- 
sor M. H. Goshen-Gottstein lectured on The «Third Targum» on Esther and 
MS, Neofiti /, and a pre-publication copy of this lecture has been sent by its 
author to different people interested in Targum studies. 1 got a copy and 
although it is intendend for prívate circulation, it would not seem improper 
to make some comments on its suggestions which have already been made 
Public in another International Congress. Goshen-Gottstein has discovered 
that the so-called Third Targum on Esther is a literal Targum edited in the 
Antwerp Polyglot by Arias Montano, but prepared for the Complutensian (') 

O The Targum of Onqelos in Híjar edition (1490) and in the Complutensian Polyglot 
shows especial agreement with Palestinian Targum; it shows, too, many unique readings. One 
may ask whether or not these readings are interpolations from the Palestinian Targum. In a 
review article of A. Sperber’s, The Bihle in Aramaic IVB: The Targum and the Hehrew Bihle, 
published in JSJ, 6, 1975, p 231. I have written on this matter: 

«En parcourant ces analyses, on s'apercoit inmcdiatemenl que tres souvent / ( = Onqelos de 
Híjar de 1490) présente une legón particuliére; n ( = Onqelos de la Bible Complutensis) aussi a de 
nombreuses variantes propres; parfois on est enclin á soupgonner que ces Targums on été 
remaniés par les éditeurs cherchant une traduction plus liltérale du TM. L’étude des concordan- 
ces et désaccords de ces textes nous améne á conclure que I ei n ont souvent des variantes propres, 
et que souvent ils ne s’accordent pas entre eux ni avec d’autres textes; souvent leur variantes 
dérivent d'une traduction littérale du TM (vg. dans l’usage des temps verbaux), mais cette 
tendence n'est pas constante, et parfois ils sont en désaccord avec le TM quand le reste des textes 
est littéral. Tres souvent les legons de / et ^7 viennent appuyées par un autre texte dans le méme 
verset ou ailleurs. Quoique / et dans nombre de cas, sont confirmés par Neofiti 1 (texte ou 
gloses marginales), les divergences sont trop fréquentes pourqu’on pense á une possible influence. 
En tout cas, les variantes du Targum de Híjar et de la Bible Complutensis posent un probléme 
qu’il faudra étudier.» 

Acerca de \ 2 í fidelidad a los textos de los autores de la Poliglota Complutense, sólo conoce¬ 
mos lo que Angel Sáenz-Badillos ha escrito recientemente en el resumen de su tesis doctoral. La 
filología bihlica en los helenistas de Alcalá (Universidad Complutense, Madrid, 1973). Se refiere 
a la fidelidad en los textos griegos, pero quizá pueda servir de pauta para el manejo de otros 
textos: 
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Polyglot by ihe conven Jew Alfonso de Zamora. The laller deleled from the 
Targum Sheni to Eslher what he considered an improper expansión of ihe 
Aramaic versión, and the resulting literal Targum on Esther, which for 
unknwon reasons was never published in the Alcalá Polyglot, was published 
by Arias Montano in the Antwerp Polyglot Bible. At the end of his lecture, 
the distinguished Professor asks himself wether it is the 16th-century editorial 
activity of converted Humanists of the circle of Cardinal Egidio of Viterbo 
that makes Neofiti 1 look so miich like a non-expansionist Targum. In other 
words: is the Textgestali of Neofiti 1 a genuine representative of an ancient 
Text^estcilt or rather an excercise in 16th-century editorial «trimming», so* 
mewhat after the fashion of the Third Targum on Esther? «Posing the ques- 
tion» — says the lecturer — «is not answering it». Uis intention was to raise 
the problem of literal character of the Neofiti Targum and to suggest a 
possible solution. This problem is to be kept sepárate from the problem of 
origin, exegetical connections, dialectical features, marginal notes, etc. of 
Neofiti 1. He admits that the text of Neofiti 1 is the outcome of various 
conflationary tendencies. He stresses the difference existing between tradi- 


p 28: «El capítulo más importante de nuestro trabajo lo dedicamos a un estudio de la teoría 
y práctica de la labor realizada por nuestros helenistas en la fijación del texto de la Biblia griega. 
Los (p 29) criterios aplicados son sin duda la fidelidad a los manuscritos y el recurso a las lenguas 
originales en casos de discrepancias. Hemos seleccionado para nuestro estudio algunas secciones 
del A. y N. Testamento que pueden resultar especialmente significativas. En el caso de Gen 1-10. 
el estudio tiene gran importancia, ya que contamos con el ms empleado para la impresión, 
enviado de Roma (108 de Holmes-Parson). Hemos podido constatar que, en general, los editores 
han seguido el texto del ms 108 con notable fidelidad. Han aprovechado incluso sus notas 
marginales recogiendo lecturas que se encuentran únicamente en estas correcciones; han tenido 
en cuenta hasta las tachaduras del códice. Han aceptado lecturas de 108 que hoy consideramos 
exclusivas de ese ms o del grupo textual a que pertenece... No corrigen el texto de 108 para 
hacerlo sistemáticamente más semejante al de la Vulgata; tampoco puede decirse que lo hagan 
siguiendo el texto hebreo impreso a su costado. Unicamente podría admitirse una corrección 
deliberada en el caso de los nombres propios, que presenta una problemática especial. Otros 
pequeños cambios pueden provenir de erratas de imprenta, o bien de correcciones gramaticales 
conscientes... Un artículo de A. Rahlfs sobre el modo arbitrario de proceder nuestros helenistas 
en la fijación del texto de 1 Re 1,1-8 nos ha hecho repetir cuidadosamente el estudio de este 
pasaje de forma independiente. Llegamos a conclusiones totalmente distintas de las de Rahlfs: 
los editores de Alcalá han seguido también en este caso el texto de 108, sin tener en cuenta si 
discrepa o no de la Vulgata o del texto hebreo. Lo han corregido en algunas ocasiones de acuerdo 
con lecciones procedentes de mss que no conocemos: estas lecturas se encuentran testimoniadas 
la mayoría de las veces en mss hoy conocidos. Han podido tener en cuenta en estas ocasiones 
(p 30) la lectura del latín o del hebreo, pero no la han seguido sistemáticamente. De nuevo, es 
únicamente en los nombres propios donde puede apreciarse un inllujo cierto del latín o del texto 
masorético. Quizá, como en el caso precedente, se debe a que se ha tratado de unificar en todas 
partes la forma de los nombres propios, para que se ajusten al índice de nombres propios ya 
impreso en el tomo VI... En Is 1-8 los editores no han seguido ninguno de los mss colacionados 
para la gran edición de J. Ziegler del Septuaginta Unternehmen de Góttingen. Sin embargo, el 
ms básico debía pertenecer al grupo denominado «catenae»... con el que casi siempre coincide. 
Tampoco puede hablarse en este caso de una corrección consciente y sistemática del texto del ms 
de acuerdo con el latín y el hebreo... Un sondeo en el N. T (Lu 1-6, carta a los Eilipcnses. 
cap XXII del Apocalipsis) nos hace llegar a conclusiones similares. No hemos podido aportar 
nueva luz sobre el problema de los mss empleados en la edición, pero sí hemos comprobado que 
las lecciones escogidas no son fruto de un trabajo arbitrario, ni de una asimilación al texto de la 
Vulgata, puesto que son lecturas que se encuentran en diversos mss griegos hoy conocidos. Todo 
indica que se ha restringido al mínimo la labor subjetiva, para seguir fielmente los mss con los 
que se contaba... De esta manera el estudio analítico y detallado de los mencionados pasajes nos 
ha servido para probar lo infundado de ciertas opiniones desfavorables a los responsables del 
texto griego de la Biblia Políglota y repetidos sin mejor fundamento desde hace muchos años». 
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lions of Neofili 1 or of any olhcr composilion and the literary crystallization 
of these tradilions. His suspicion is centered in the literary final crystalliza¬ 
tion. To such a suspicion I add some comments: To begin with, Goshen- 
Gottstein is not the first scholar to suggest editorial changes in Neofiti 1. See 
in the editio princeps of Neofiti 1, vol. I, Génesis, p 42*, the sweeping claim of 
A. Sperb>er: «This MS. Neofiti 1 contains no ^enuine (Spcrber's italics) Tar- 
gum at all, but is a cliimsy attempt to imitate the Targum-style and creóte 
(Sperber's italics) a Targum-text». M. Martin, as can be seen in the same page 
of the edition of Génesis, wrote on «substantial layers» of Neofiti 1 belonging 
to the 15th centLiry onwards. Sperber never disclosed his reasons for the 
statement just quoted, and I have been informed that he took it that Neofiti 1 
is a Christian composition. I myself have remarked that the alteration of 
Neofiti 1 Génesis 1,1 is due to Christian activity. 

Converts (Jews) from the learned circle of Egidio of Viterbo have been 
suggested as the potential reworkers of the text of Neofiti 1. Egidio became 
cardinal 1 July 1517, and the MS. of Neofiti at least the text — was written 
for him, as stated in the colophon: «(it was copied) for the great scholar 
Maestro Egidio». This implies that the copy was written when Egidio was 
only «Maestro», but not yet cardinal; otherwise an address to Egidio as 
cardinal or as prince of the Church or such like would not be lacking. But in 
view of this date (1517) as terminus ad eptem for the copy of N text, the 
potential reworker of N text, Elia Levita, had only two years for revising the 
entire Targum and for providing the marginaba which apparently werc co¬ 
pied simultaneously or inmediately after the text (see arguments in Neofiti L 
Génesis, pp 54*), because Levita arrived at Rome in 1515. One can argüe that 
Levita had prepared this work before his arrival at Roma. In this unlikely 
assumption the date 1517 does not help to exelude Levita as the potential 
reviser, and we have to recur to another date, 1504, which according to this 
writer, G. Weil and others, is the date of completion of N text, as read in the 
colophon, in the word hnlidr, whose numerical valué (gemaíria) is 264, na- 
mely the Christian year 1504 (see op. cit., pp 50*s.). This same word is used 
to date the completion of the copy of different Targumim contained in MS. 

110 of Paris National Library: The Targum of Psalms, Proverbs and Esther 
was copied in the year wluir (= 1456); this way of dating is repeated after each 
Targum. Therefore nhdr of Neofiti 1 colophon was already in use for the 
purpose of dating MSS. (see cí//7/V>/;;7/zí c/7.v of Neofiti 1, Levitico, pp 17*-19*). 

If the text of Neofiti 1 was completed in Rome in 1504, there is slight 
possibility for Levita’s editorial revisión of this text. In fact, although at least 
ten different hands have intervened to copy the text and marginaba of N, 
there is no trace of Lcvita’s handwriting either in the text or in the marginal 
glosses. That Levita did not know Neofiti 1 is concluded from his statement 
that he could not find some readings found in the Arukh/íind which are in 
Neofiti 1 ('). 

Another argument which shows that the text of Neofiti 1 is not the 
fabrication of Levita is Levita’s own frequent quotations of the text of Neofiti 

(') In ihe Meíur^enuin (ed. Isny, sub verbo .^//) and in Tishbi (Stf), E. Levita adduces from 
(he Arukh, this quotation ^tf(k) (Isny .U/r/.') n'h\\'(rk of Gn 38,18 and States that he has investi- 
gated in the Targum YeruSalmi and not found this quotation. The quotation is found in Neofiti 
(ín 38,18. Cf. M. Klein, «Elias Levita and MS NeoUli 1», fíihtica 56, 1975, pp 243s. 
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or of a text very similar to thal Neofiti 1 in his lexicographical work, Metur- 
geman. Levita’s aim in this first targumic lexicón was to collecl ihe available 
material in severa! sources mentioned in the Introductions both to the Isny 
edition of the Meturgeman (Isny, 1541) and to MS. 84 (A 6,6) of Angélica 
Library in Rome, a MS. of Levita’s Meturgeman finished the 15th Ja- 
nuary 1531, containing far more material than the Isny edition. The sources 
there mentioned are the traditional Targumim, except Pseudo-Jonathan, the 
existence of which Levita only knew of. He did not know the Pseudo-Jonat¬ 
han Targum itself. Incidentally as sources for his Meturgeman he also men- 
tions the Arukh of Nathan ben Yehiel, the Bereshit Rahha and «certain new 
things not found in these Targumim which I have heard and received from 
other people». If we examine the arrangement of the Meturgeman in the Isny 
edition, which is an abridgement of Angélica A 6,6, and specially in the full 
work of the Angélica MS. or in its copy for the four letters of the alphabet 
contained in MS. hébreu 98(2) (') of Paris National Library, we come to the 
conclusión that Levita intended to produce a scholarly work: after each item 
or entrance, he partially quotes Hebrew text(s), and more fully examples of 
the corresponding Aramaic Targum in which the item is present. This method 
of working shows that he intended to produce a reliable dictionary based on 
trustworthy and not fabricated sources. 

Now, as Raimundo Griñó has shown (cf editio princeps of Neofiti 1, 
Levíticü, pp 23*-27*), Levita very often introduces as Targum Yerushalmi 
different texts found only in Neofiti 1: the quotation in some cases is comple- 
tely identical, in some other cases different only in slight orthographical 
variations. For this reason Griñó’s conclusión of his study of the Meturgeman 
and Neofiti 1 (which is the subject of his doctoral Dissertation) is that Levita 
quoted the N text or a Targum very closed to N. Therefore, if Levita quoted 
Neofiti itself, this shows that it was a genuine source, a source not fabricated 
by himself or by others; if he did not quote Neofiti 1 but a text almost 
identical, this shows that the N text was not unique; that there was another 
Targum text in agreement with it. And if Levita, working many years in the 
Library of Egidio in Rome, did not know that the N text was a reworked text, 
this proves that nobody of Egidio’s circle reworked it. 

The relationship between the Meturgeman and Neofiti 1 has been studied, 
apart from Griñó, by D. Rieder in his article «Targum Yonathan on the 
Pentateuch and Targum Yerushalmi are the same Targum» {Sinai 62 [1968], 
pp 85-88): Elia Levita often cites the Yerushalmi Targum, but never Pseudo- 
Jonathan, in his two lexicographical works, Meturgeman and Tishhi. Many 
of the Yerushalmi Targum quotations in these two works are found in the 
Yerushalmi Targum printed in Bomberg's first Rabbinical Bible; many others 
in Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan (see instances in Neophyti /, Levítico, p 44*). 

For these reasons I do not believe that Elia Levita, the targumist of 
Cardinal Egidio of Viterbo, is the editor of the N text; he is not any way the 
reworker or creator of a new Targum text. His Jewish faith and training 
would deter him from fabricating a sacred text, or from creating major 
variations. 


(') See R. Griñó, «Un nuevo manuscrito del Meturgeman de Elias Levita», Homenaje a Juan 
Prado, Madrid, 1975, pp 571-583. For wt^mw Dt 21,12, Levita does not find it outside the 
Arukh, and it is in Neofiti Dt 21,12 (M. Klein, ari. eit., p 244). 
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The copyists of N texl and marginalia lacked scholarly training for such 
a Work. They were copyists and nol more; bad copyists indeed (‘); many times 
with littie knowledge of the text and glosses they were writing (cf N eciitio 
princeps. Génesis, pp 46s*). The third copyist the same person who copied 
the marginalia for part of Leviticus and for the complete books of Numbers 
and Deuteronomy, copyist [LL] in my list of sigla, copyist nili 10 in the list 
ofthe sigla adopted by M.F. Martin - sometimes introduces corrections into 
the text of Neofiti 1, minor corrections consisting in changing cly to d-, nin to 
m- o vice versa or similar insignificant corrections many of them supported 
by Ariikh* quotations. Neither this copyist ñor the othcr persons engaged in 
the same task show any special ability to correct the obvious mistakes of N 
text or to elabórate a new text (cf N ecJ. princeps. Génesis, p 26*). 

Could Félix Pratensis, the editor ofthe editio princeps of the Yeriishalmi 
Targum in Bomberg’s First Rabbinical Bible, be the supposed reworker of 
Neofiti text? It is a most unlikely assumption, becaiise had he known Neofiti 
text and glosses, he would have edited Neofiti 1, either revised or unreviscd, 
and not a fragmentary Targum, Neofiti 1 being a complete Targum to the 
Pentateuch. He did not know Neofiti 1. On the other hand what we know of 
his editorial activity in the field of Targum would not make him suspected of 
reworking a Targum. His edition ofthe Fragmentary Targum in the Bomberg 
Bible is an exact, or almost exact (”), copy of MS. Nüremberg 1 for the 
consonantal text and, what is more striking, for the vocalisation as well. Even 
the very many mistakes in the consonants and vowels of the Vorla^e are 
printed, the only real difference being that Félix prints only the consonantal 
text without the nuitres lectionis, which appear deleted in the Nüremberg MS. 
For these reasons Félix Pratensis (who was possibly a teacher of Hebrew to 
Egidio and like this latter member of the same religious Order) has to be 
discarded as a potential reworker of the text of Neofiti 1. 

But whoever the supposed reviser of N text may be, it makes littie sense 
to rework a text, be it Neofiti or some other, and then to fill its margins or 
the spaces between the lines with hundreds or thousands of variants, as is the 
case in Neofiti 1. What is the use of recording thousand of variants, many of 
them real minutiae, from admittedly objetive sources, if one knows that the 
basic text is substantially a fabrication? The very existence of so bulky an 
apparatus of variants in N, shows that in the Humanistic circles around 
Egidio were convinced that Neofiti 1 was an edition of a reliable text with 
reliable variants. It would be inconceivable, even for 16th-century textual 
criticism, to give equal valué to a text supposedly arising from «a scholarly 
exercise» and to other texts handed down by tradition and introduced in the 
margins of Neofiti 1 MS. as sefer alier (another MS.), nuslia ahrina (another 
reading), Iñana ahrina (another reading), which is the traditional way of 
quoting real variants from a received text. In the first folios of the N MS. 
(Gen. 1, 1-3, 4) the marginalia are introduced usually by one of these notari- 
kons; later on the notarikon is understood, but not written. As a matter of 
fact there is scholarly consensus in considering the N marginalia as reliable 
variants, many of them agreeing with readings known from the Fragmentary 


(') See A. Tal, art. cit., pp 33-38. 

(“) A. Diez Macho, «Un nuevo manuscrito del Targum Fragmentario», Homenaje a Juan 
Prado, p 542. 
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Targum, (especially from the group of 440), from ihe Targum Ceniza frag- 
ments, especially E and so on. When we nolice in N varianls like Gen 4, 7 
M(arginal gloss) (rhvt)' for N text riwth, or Gen 4, 9 M ('n)h for N texl *n* 
or in Gen 7, 21.23 M *nsh for N text Vi.C, we can hardly conceive that such 
scholarly and punctilious care could have been carried out by people aware 
that Neofiti 1 was a Yerushalmi Targum substantially changed by a contem- 
porary humanist to bring it into conformity with Onqelos or the Hebrew 
Text, all the more so in that the first cited gloss is really a self correction of 
the sofcr. 

Turning now to another kind of evidence, we may ask if some important 
features of the N text, can be at all derived from a Humanist of the Renais- 
sance, be he Christian or Jew, convert or not, from the circles of Egidio or 
from others quarters. To begin with, could a Humanist of that time use the 
orthography found in the N text regarding the niatres lectionis alepli or he at 
the end of the words? 

My collaborator, Teresa de Jesús Martínez, who studied for her doctoral 
Dissertation the Phonology and Morphology of Neofiti 1 to Exodus, writes 
on the use of he as final mater leetionis in N Exodus, that he is prevalent to 
indícate J, mainly in the feminine absolute State and in both emphatic States; 
more than 70 times cimih ( = 1) has this spelling as against 22 of üna\ of 
which 13 ana" belong to the marginalia; the numeral hdh, hdtlu htth. hflu 
appears prevalently with he: infinitive pa*el, Imcjííllu ends with he 24 times, 
with a/eph 17 times; he dominates also as nia/er leetionis in infinitives of other 
derived forms. The occurrence of he is higher in Lev, Num and Deut than in 
Gen and Ex. 

G. Lazry, who studied the grammar of N for Deuteronomy, draws the 
same conclusions and adds that, although aleph alternates with he as mater 
leetionis, it seldom replaces he in the absolute and emphatic States of a 
feminine noun. 

Of course, there are segments of the N text in which the use of final aleph 
is prevalent, for instance, in the three first chapters of Génesis, but for our 
purpose it is enough to notice that throughout the N text, both in literal 
translation and in paraphrase, he as mater leetionis is of common use. We find 
he even in verses of Neofiti 1 supposedly rearranged or revised in accordance 
with Onqelos or Masoretic Text. 

Now the use of he as final mater leetionis, not only for fem. absolute State, 
but for mase, emphatic State, is a feature of Western Aramaic, the Eastern 
Aramaic using aleph for this purpose. In oíd Egyptian Aramaic aleph was 
used for emphatic State, he for absolute feminine, but when the Aramaic split 
into Eastern and Western Aramaic dialects, some time before the Christian 
Era, aleph started replacing he as final mater leetionis, a substitution which 
became complete or almost complete in the Targum Onqelos, in the Babylo- 
nian Talmud, in Syriac etc. For instance, not a single anah can be detected in 
the orthography of Onqelos ('), With the triumph of Onqelos as the olTicial 


(') W. H. Rossell, A Hamlhook of Aramaic Magical Texis (Shellon College, New Jer¬ 
sey, 1953), p 20: «A final á vowel is expressed by aleph, less frequently by he. The latler letter is 
used regularly for such common words as... and especially when a word contains an aleph as in 
anah (Mo: 2:1; 17:2). This plenomenon is unique in late Ea.stern Aramaic...» These Magical 
Texis come from Eastern countries. 
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Targum from Ihe lenlh cenlury or so onwards and wilh Ihe iriumph oí the 
Babylonian Talmud as ihe oíTicial Talmud, the Easlern orlhography wilh 
final cileph became widcly acceptcd for all kinds of Aramaic, a tacl rcHected 
in the copies of Aramaic documenls made in the Middle Ages: the copyists 
unconsciously change he of the Western Aramaic documents to aleph as final 
mater lecíionis for ¿i. We have plenly examples even in Targum MSS.: MS. 
440, a fragmentary Palestinian Targum of the Vatican Library and MSS. E 
or F, manuscripls from the Cairo Ceniza conlaining fragments oí the Pales- 
linian Targum, use predominantly he as final mater lecíionis, whereas MS. 1 
of Nüremberg of the Fragmentary Targum, and the Targum printed in the 
Bomberg First Rabbinic Bible, and the MS. 3 (6684) of Günzburg Library in 
Moscou, allhough belonging lo the same textual recensión as MS. 440, use 
aleph far more frequently. 

On the contrary, in Western dialects of Aramaic the use oí he as final 
mater lecíionis spread from the feminine absolute to the emphatic State and 
at the same time aleph somelimes replaced the he, with the result thal in 
Western Aramaic from the very earliest times an altérnate use of he'aleph can 
be discerned in one and the same document. Such a confusión of he ¡aleph 
appears already in Targum of Job of Qumran cave XI, and in the Génesis 
Apocryphon. In the Aramaic contract of 134 A.D. and in olher documents 
of Murabba* al the use of he is prominent. 

Therefore we can find MSS. of the Palestinian Targum, like MSS. C and D 
(in Gen and Ex) of the Cairo Ceniza, published by P. Kahle in his Masoreten 
des Westens, II (two MSS. in many respecls similar to N), which contain a 
very high frequency of occurrence oí aleph as mater lecíionis, and nevertheless 
these are MSS. of which the copy can be dated for several reasons in the VIII 
or IX cent. A. D. This is the approximale dale of these two Ceniza MSS. ('). 
Bul what we cannot fmd in Aramaic recensions or textual cryslallizalions 
created in the 16lh cent, is the use of a Western Aramaic orlhography. We 
can fmd «copies» in oíd Palestinian orlhography, bul not «composilion» in a 
dialectal Western Aramaic orlhography which had already disappeared. No 
Christian or Jew in ihat age knew thal there were two dialects of Aramaic, 
and thal the Aramaic of the Palestinian Targum had a special orlhography. 
The conclusión emerging from all this is thal N is a «copy» of a text rcpro- 
ducing more or less faithfully the oíd Western orlhography, and not a fresh 
revisión, a composilion or textual crystallization of the Renaissance. And in 
this matter it is of no use to appeal lo the orlhography of Biblical Aramaic, 
bccause such an orlhography cannot explain the steady confusión oí he ¡aleph 
and the ending -yh so often occurring in the N text as plural emphatic slate, 
since -y* is the ending in biblical Aramaic. 

To cióse this argumenl, may I produce from our own century an example 
of the ignorance in orthographical matters even in a grammarian of the 
Palestinian Aramaic; J. M. Marshall. in his Manual oj the Aramaic Lan^iiagc 
oj the Palestinian Talmud, ediled by J. Barton Turner (Leiden 1929), p. 5. 
says: «The feminine almosl always ends, even in the indeterminate form (ilalics 
mine) in aleph or wu»; p 6: «The delerminate form is found in all Aramaic 
dialects... It consits in appending aleph to the conslrucl State»; p 6: as para- 

(') If ihis is the dale of these MSS.. it is difricull to explain the predominance of the spciling 
with aleph under the inHuence of Onqelos, which seems lo be absent from Palestine until the 
Xth cent. But this influence may be possible in Fgypt. 
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digm of sing. absoliite tbrm of feminine nouns he gives UlhcV and 'immerú*; 
for segolale feminine nouns malkclh: p 2: T- person sing, áncV: p 3: Demons- 
trative Pronouns: cieuiV: pp 12 ss.: paradigms for ihe Strong Verb: infinitive 
Pe‘al: maktah, maktüh and miktahcl*; Ithpe'el: mitkéíáhü": Pa*el: mékattclhd*; 
Ithpa‘al: mitkattáhá\ Aphbl; maktábü': p 15: «The other forms (except Pe*al) 
all have (in Infinitive) the ending -cia/i. Ilhpe'el: mitkelabah; Pa‘el mekatla- 
bah; Aph‘el maktabah and so on»: This Marshall says in blalant conlradic- 
lion to the paradigms of the Infinitive given above. If such is the knowledge 
of the Palestinian or Western Aramaic shown by a modern grammarian, we 
may rightly assume that the knowledge of the Hiimanists in this field was no 
better, and that, if they succeed in so many pages of Neofiti 1 text to repro¬ 
duce a Western Aramaic orthography, it is because they simply «copy» a text. 

We have just spoken of the emphatic State or determinate form of the 
noun in regard to its orthography. The right use of the emphatic State in the 
N text is one of its salient features. My student and collaborator E. Martinez 
Borobio has studied the use of the emphatic in N text to Génesis and Exodus, 
drawing the conclusión that it uses correctly both the absolute and emphatic 
States. In isolated cases, a negligeable number (see supra, p 23*, note 1) in 
comparison with innumerable cases of proper use, the N text reveáis a ten- 
dency to expand the use of the determinate form instead of the absolute one; 
this happens sometimes in a syntagma of two words, the second expressing 
the materia ex cjua in a determinate form (Gen 49,1: Idrsg^h dí¡hh\ instead 
of... ddhb), but this abnormal use is found more frequently in the Aramaic of 
Daniel. This tendency to extend the use of the emphatic State is seen already 
in the Aramaic of Daniel and in that of Génesis Apocryphofu and in at least 
five cases found in the Targum of Job of Qumran cave XI (Ó- But this tendency 
is so strong in Onqelos, in Syriac and in Eastern Aramaic, that normally the 
emphatic form replaces the absolute one. Notwithstanding the preponderant 
influence of Onqelos (“) and Talmud Babli Aramaic during the Middle Ages 
and subsequent centuries, the N text retains the correct use of the States of 
the noun aligning itself with Galilean, Samaritan and Christian Aramaic, 
whose use of the emphatic State is correct. This correct use of the States can 
be detected, too, in N words supposedly supplied by Onqelos, what preeludes 
such Onqelos infiuence: borrowing nouns from Onqelos would involve inco- 
rrect use of the States. The correct use of the emphatic is rather complex and 
we can justly suppose that the Humanists of the Renaissance were incapable 
of making so correct a use of the determinate form as does Neofiti 1. The 
determination by article or by suffix or by construct State, of the Hebrew 
Text, which N follows closely, is not the true explanation of the correctness 
of N text in this particular point, because where no Hebrew V'orlage exists for 
N (for instance in the long haggadic paraphrases) the emphatic State is as a 
rule altogether correct. The Aramaic of N text is an oíd Galilean Aramaic, 


(') Michael Sokoloff, The Targum to Job From Qumran Cave XI (Ramat-Gan 1974), p 24. 

(‘9 A. Tal, The Language of the Targum of the Former Frophets and its Position within the 
Aramaie Dialects (Tel-Aviv 1975, pp 85-87) shows that in TgYon to the Book of Judges, about 
200 cases are to be found in which the MT has indeterminate form and Targum the determinate 
one; many of them may be due to the work of copyists, or simply to the influence of Babylonian 
Aramaic, but a certain measure of confusión of the States, may be traced already in Oíd Aramaie 
and in Palestinian Aramaic. 
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and the expansión of Ihe delerminate State seems to be more restricted than 
in the language of the Bcreshit Rahha. In this Midrash, as H. Odebcrg informs 
US in his Grammar on the Aramaic Poríions of Bcreshit Rahha (Lund 1939, 
p 76), «the determínate State is sometimes used in indeterminate sense. This 
is especially the case: a) in genitive constructions, and b) in the combination 
of a noun and an adjective, both being in determínate State: Ex: inicia hisa, 
and evil wife (17,3)». On the contrary, «the plural noun following kal (all) 
stands in the absolute State: kal gubrin (11, 6)» (ihid.): this is a deviation from 
the correct use preserved in the N text with few exceptions (cf N kol yomin 
in Gen 28, 10). From Borobio’s study we can conclude that Pseudo-Jonat- 
han’s treatment of the determínate State is in many instances influenced by 
parallel usage in Onqelos. 

The way of expressing the genitive relation by construct State followed by 
the governed word or by a noun followed by dy¡(l- plus the governed noun, 
affords new evidence against the reworking of N text in the Renaissance. The 
use of the relative pronoun dy/d- in the N text points in the same direction. 
Let US start with the relative dy/d use in the N text. 

As is well known, the oíd form of the relative pronoun zy dy found 
exclusively in Oíd Aramaic, in Biblical Aramaic, in Targum of Job of Qum- 
ran, in Génesis Apocryphon (here dy passim versus 6 times í/-), is replaced in 
the Eastern Aramaic of the Talmud Babli, of Onqelos, of Jonathan to the 
Prophets by prefixed í/-, to such an extent that according to Abraham Tal, 
who presented in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (1971) a Dissertation 
on the «Language of the Targum to the Former Prophets» (*), only two 
dubious examples of dy are to be found in such a Targum. The use of d~ 
instead of dy is attested already in Qumran and in epigraphic material of the 
Ist century Á.D. (see sources in A. Tal., op. cit., pp 5s), and this use bxícame 
dominant in Western Aramaic, for instance in the Aramaic of the Ceniza 
Fragments of the Yerushalmi Talmud. Henee we should expect that the N 
text, if reworked by Christian Humanists of the 16th cent., would contain no 
instances of the oíd use of the relative pronoun d\\ the more so since Onqelos 
or Talmud Babli use d-, and the use of ai^cr in the Hebrew Text does not help 
to retain the relative dy. Again the study of N textos use of dy/d- as relative 
and of dy/d- as proposition of the genitive relation, has been carried out by 
E.M. Borobio, both in translation chapters of N (Ex 6-10) and in midrashic 
expansions (Ex 12, 42; 14,13.14.25; 15; 20). Now, in Ex 6 there are 6 instances 
of relative dv as against 4 instances of relative d-: Ex 7: 8 dv vs. 5 d-: Ex 8: 
3 dy/5 d-: Ex 9: 8 dy/6 d-: Ex 10: 6 dy/A d-: Ex 15: 2 dy/l d- Ex 20: 8 dy/S d-. 

This sample shows that the relative dy is by no means absent from the N 
text; at least in this sample it is more frenquent than d- in translation chap¬ 
ters (’). As it alternates with d- in translation verses, this shows that the 
supposed Humanist(s) did not use dy as a simple translation of Hebrew ahr. 
Henee there is no explanation for the frequent use of dy in N text except that 
such an orthography was «copied» from oíd sources. 

We arrive at the same conclusión by an examination of the construct 
syntagma and genitive construction, an examination carried out in the same 
chapters and verses by Borobio. First of all, N text, in which so many d- as 

O See later, chapl VI. 

C*^) Cf E. Martínez Borobio, op. cit., pp 45-50. 
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relalivc pronouns are found, ncvcr uses dy as proposition lo express Ihe 
genilive relation: Ihe particle is always J-, a dislinclion which credils the 
author(s) of N lexl with a very good knowledge of the Aramaic, hardly lo be 
supposed in Humanists of the Renaissance. Bul whal is more significanl is 
Ihal Ihe number of eases of genilive wilh el- in Ihe translalion ehaplers of 
Exodus menlioned above is higher lo the number of cases of the conslrucl 
synlagma, while in Ihe midrashic verses the lasl conslruclion (conslrucl slalc 
wilhoul (I-) is more frequenl (In Gen 49, 1.2, being a midrashic porlion, 
Ihere are on ihe conlrary 11 inslances wilh í/-, and 4 inslances wilh ihe 
conslrucl). The conclusión of Ihis evidence is ihal ihe author or reviser(s) of 
N lexl are nol dependent on the conslrucl State of ihe Uebrew Texl; were 
Ihey dependent on ihis Hebrew Texl, Ihe translalion parí of Exodus men¬ 
lioned above would forcibly conlain ihe higher rale of the conslrucl syntag- 
ma whal is nol the case. This forbids lo explain the peculiar style of N texl 
in terms of a revisión lo bring ihe Palestinian Targum as cióse as possible 
lo ihe Hebrew Texl (cf E. Martínez Borobio, op. cit., pp 46-48). 

In conneclion wilh N's use of conslrucl synlagma or genilive conslruclion 
wilh el-, may I mention a conslruclion presenl in the N lexl a number of 
limes and, although strange, probably nol due lo scribal error: Gen 1, 
17 brqy‘* §my\ 25, 7 hyy* ^brhrn; 24, 52 l§mh yyy; cf Ex 6, 4.14; 7, 19.20; 
15, 1.9.21.22 ele. This sirange conslruclion in which ihis firsl ñame of the 
synlagma has ihe determínale inslead of conslrucl form, is found very seldom 
in Hebrew (see Dan 8, 13, 2 Chron 8, 16; anolher case in Dan 11, 40 of ihe 
Daniel Yemenite MS. published by Sh. Morag, Jerusalem 1973, pp 39 and 45), 
and therefore cannol account for the strange conslruclion of N, which of 
course is no sign of «scholarly» revisión of Neofiti 1 texl. In this texl we also 
find examples of a noun in the conslrucl State followed by el- -f ihe governed 
noun. as maikey eie \¡léma: the.se cases can be explained as rare conslrulions 
exisling in Galilean Aramaic (cf H. Odeberg, Greinuueir, p 79), bul by no 
means as producís of a scholarly exercise of Renaissance Humanist(s). 

If the preceding fealure of N lexl can hardly be allribuled lo Humanistic 
reviser(s) of its lexl, ihe usual perfecl morphology of the Western Aramaic 
shown in ihe N lexl, makes the supposed revisión by a Humanisl extremely 
unlikely. The texl of N uses for instance many verbs which are differenl from 
ihose Lised in ihe same verse or contexl by Onqelos, Pseudo-Jonathan or Ihe 
Targum fragments from ihe Cairo Geniza, and neverlheless iheir morphology 
in whatsoever form, lime or person is usually perfecl. How could late revisers 
know of Ihe use o\' yiejtclun as againsl yiejíclu, and olher fcalures which I 
mention in ihe description of N Aramaic in Neofili 1 celitie) princeps. Núme¬ 
ros. pp. 80*-91*? A late revisión of the N lexl would result in no bcller textual 
cryslallization than ihal shown by Pseudo-Jonalhan in which the morphology 
of Onqelos appears conlinually mixed wilh thal of Palestinian Aramaic: 
mqttr and qeittülei\ mqtk and V///* and so on. 

Eor ihese and olher reasons, il seems advisable lo lurn lo an earlier dale 
in order lo explain the N lexl peculiarilies, and lo assign lo ihe Humanisl(s) 
ihe hunible lask of «copying» an oíd lexl. 

In Rome where ihe N texl was copied and where Egidio had his head- 
quarlers, a lexicón of ihe Talmud, ihe Arukh. was wrilten by Nalhan ben 
Yehicl *Anaw, five cenlurics earlier. Ben Yehiel died in 1106. In this lexicón 
Ben Yehiel introduces a greal number of Targum quotalions, many of ihem 
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of the Palestinian Targum under the ñame of T(argum) Y(eru§almi), or 
simply under Targum. Solomon Speier has studied Ihese Palestinian Targum 
quotations «The Relalionship between the Arukh and the Palestinian Targum, 
Neofiti 1», Leshonenu 31 (1966-7), pp 23-32; 189-198; 34 (1969-70), pp 172-179. 

The agreement between the N, especially as corrected in 1, and Arukh 
quotations in most cases is complete, mainly if we take the readings of ihc 
Arukh as contained in a MS. of this lexicón existing in the Mich. Col. of 
Bodleian Library. This agreement extends to readings apparently resulling 
from a textual revisión, e.g. Gen 49, 11 N and Arukh read (m‘g‘gyn) hdm* 
(instead o\' h*clni* of MS.l 10 of Paris and MS.264 of the Sassoon Collection); 
henee the use oí' dm (instead of *clm) in this and the preceding verse of N text 
may be a correction but already known in 1 Ith cent. 

As in the preceding case, the Arukh often confirms the unique word used 
by the N text and not found in parallel texts. This happcns in a high percen- 
tage of cases: So for instance, with the word *frh (as against yV* O, gwmy* 
M, gwmyyh [sefer aher]): Arukh has whmt yt tybwth bgw *Jrh: N: whm* yt 
tybth bgw *frh. In Ex 2, 3 this word is found too in MSS. 110, 440, Nu and 
R. The agreement between Arukh (Bodl. MS.) and N in Ex 2, 3 is complete 
except for one word: N Arukh w^wyyt ytyh bfrh *1 gb (Arukh gyf; M gf; Nu, 
R gb) nhr\ 

The unique reading of the N text Gen 41, 23 ^nynn dqyqyn is confirmed 
by Arukh, while MS.E, considered as the bext representative of the Palesti¬ 
nian Targum, has snynm dqyqn (iníluenced by MT ^énumót daqqdt) and O, 
Ps snn Iqyn. In this example the Arukh confirms also the N use of mase, 
instead of feminine. 

The Arukh confirms the N text even when this is secondary: N Gen 41, 
43 rb bhkmt* wz'yr wrkyb bSnyyh; Arukh rb bhkmh nz'yr bSnyy*; the primi- 
tive text is preserved in ENA 2578, 110, 440, Nu, R rb bhwkmth wrkyk 
bSnyyh. The iatter text is the primary one because it is the rendition of the 
word ührek, an Egyptian word considered by the metur^emanim as a no- 
tarikon of «ab», «rab» and «rakyk». The secondary reading \vz\vr of N is 
therefore attested in the Arukh. 

While Arukh orthography often, especially the one of the Bodleian Li¬ 
brary MS., agrees with the N text, Arukh orthography is regularly inHuenced, 
far more than N, by Eastern Aramaic orthography. This is seen in the 
prevailing use of nuiter Icctionis iileph by Arukh where N retains nuitcr 
Iccíionis he: Gen 41, 45.50 N (and ENA 2578) rbh d(ns, Arukh rb^dtns: 42, 
27 N ks// Ihmryh, Arukh ks* Ihmryh (O, recorded here by Arukh, kst* Ihmryh 
in agreement with Sperber kyst* Ihmryh): 49, 25 N wm'yh drb't bgwwyhwn, 
Arukh wm*y* drb‘* (sic) bgwyhwn: N Ex 26, 22 wl^ypwlwy dmSkn/z, Arukh 
wlSpwly dm§kn*; N Ex 29, 27 nVz d*nfwt/z, Arukh n'* d*nfwt*; 29, 13 krs/z, 
Arukh krys*. In Ex 10, 2 N orthography is earlier than ihal of Arukh: N 
mh cJy §nqt bmsryy; Arukh mh í/í?nyqyt m$r*y; Bodl.MS. mh í/.ínqyyt bm§ry(). 
The same thing oceurs in Gen 2, 25 N hww//... bhtt//; Arukh, 110, R hww... 
bhtt*: Gen 3, 14 N thwy ¡^hf, Arukh th* §hyf, MS.27031 thy mtyyl. In Gen 4, 

1 N and Arukh agree in the hebraism w/z’dm (as against MS.27031, O, Ps 
w*dm), in Cjen 14, 14 in the same rendition of Dan by N qysrywn, Arukh 
qysryn. See new examples of N Arukh: Gen 18, 4 qlyl my*: 8 N lyb* whlb, 
Arukh (Bodl. MS.) Ib* whlb; 22 N wkywwnw (sic) mn tmn gbry*, Arukh 
wkwynw mtmn gbry* (notice the separated use of «mn» in N which is earlier 
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orthography); Gen 21, 2.7 N TSwn sybwtyh better than Arukh TSwn sybwt*; 
14 N wzyq dmyyn, Arukh (w)zyq* dmy* (M wqrbh [leg. wrqbh] O wrwqb* 
dmyyO; 23, 13 N Iwwy mqbl mny, better than Arukh Iww’y 'm 't mqbl 
mn*y; 24, 9 Arukh confirms and corrects N: thv t qyymh d'brhm (N w’brhm); 
16 N Arukh rbyth (Arukh rbyt’) sfyrt hyzw; 48 N Arukh (Bodl. MS) w*qdt 
wVdt wSbht (notice the defective spelling in both sources); 25, 18 N Arukh 
(Bodl. MS.) hndyn; 27, 44 N ‘d zmn dy tStdk, better than Arukh (Bodl. MS.) 
‘d zmn dStdk; 29, 7 N T *§wn mkn§ b‘yr* is confirmed by Arukh P *y§wn 
(Bodl. MS. '§wn) ImknS b‘yr'; 37,9 N §m§* wzhr*, Arukh §ym§* wzyhr*: 37, 
20 N Arukh wntlq vs. wntlqh of MS. 2755; 38, 14 N Arukh (Bodl. MS.) brdydh 
(Bodl. brdyd*) w*t‘tft; Ex 12, 33 N Imzwrz', Arukh Izmrz*. 

These and many other occurrences illustrate the extent of agreement 
between the N text and Arukh quotations in the llth cent., an agreement 
which in many cases ineludes even orthography, although regularly the N text 
preserves a better and earlier spelling. 

We may now proceed to examine the grounds on which a text-revision of 
Neofiti 1 can be based. This study has been made with reference to N Gen 6, 
18-7, 15; 7, 17-8, 8; 9, 5-22; 37, 20.33 and 38, 16-26 by Maurice G. Alien in a 
thesis for the Degree of Doctor submitted to the University of Toronto 
in 1972. For all these texts, besides the N text we have E (except for 7, 17-8, 8) 
and D text (except for 6, 18-7, 15; 9, 5-23). Allen’s contention is that we can 
reconstruct an Urtext from which all the Palestinian Targums proceed, be- 
cause the great amount of their textual variants can be explained in terms of 
a process of the elaboration and revisión of the primitive text. He surveys first 
the translation sections and afterwards the extended haggadic expansions of 
chapters 37, 33 and 38, 25.26. In both of them he distinguishes the marks of 
revisions; the early text is represented by MS.E and M of Neofiti 1, which still 
is very cióse to the primitive tradition, but which was subjected to a revisión 
towards Onqelos and/or Hebrew Text or to individualistic variations on a 
common tradition. All the texts of the Palestinian Targum we possess reflect 
the marks of revisión, the extent of revisión being different in each text and 
sometimes in the same text. In the translation sections the N text aligns itself 
with MS. D and like the latter, and in fuller measure, it has been revised to 
the vocabulary of O and to the syntax of MT, although it preserves primitive 
readings away from Onqelos or MT. But N text is not entirely identical 
with D (ñor wth MS.C with which it has also common features); sometimes 
it preserves primitive readings and other times it adheres to its own tradition. 

With all this 1 agree, leaving aside the problem of reconstruction, or even 
existence, of an Urtargum. 

That the N text agrees many times with O is well known, but also other 
Palestinian Targum texts agree in a number of cases, the agreement between 
O and N being more frequent, although not so frequent as in Pseudo-Jonat- 
han. Alien tabulates 35 Ítems of which only two found in N have an equiva- 
lent in O. «The overall presence of O-like readings increases in the continuous 
renditions from E to D to N to Ps» (Alien). 

Granted that O influence is extensive in the N text, it would be a rash and 
inconsiderate conclusión to advance that N is later text, because O influence 
my derive from early common sources, (may I recall here Sh. Isenberg's 
contention that all Targums, included Onqelos and Peshitta, origínate in an 
UrTcirgum), or from an early Onqelos-like translation of N, or from O any 
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lime during its early history. We know ihal O existed and had its own masora 
A.D. 250, and now ii is becoming increasingly accepted by scholars thal O 
originated in Palesline al a very early dale. On linguislic grounds A. Tal has 
arrived al the conclusión ihal Ihe Targum of Jonalhan lo the Formen Prop- 
hets — whose language is very cióse lo that of O — is not lo be dated later 
than Ihe Destruction of the Second Temple, i.e. the First Century A. D. 

Bul still more imporlant ihan ihe composilion or revisión of N text 
towards O, is ils composilion or revisión lowards ihe Hebrew Text: N’s aim 
is lo give a literalizing rendition of the Hebrew Text, somelimes more literal 
than O itself. Of course the literal translation of the Hebrew Text may 
origínate in early times. «The well-known revisions, such as the kaige recen¬ 
sión and the Christian revisión by Origen, have the intention of bringing the 
text of the LXX consistently closer to the MT» (D. W. Gooding, «On the Use 
of the LXX for Dating Midrashic Elements in the Targum», TTIiSt 25, 1974, 
p. 2). «The (Jewish) kaige recensión... brought the Greek (of the LXX) into 
strict agreemenl wilh the MT even in minutiae» (ihid., p 3). Obviously the 
agreement of Neofiti 1 text with Hebrew Text was intended lo give authority 
to the translated/revised N text, by sharing the authority of the Hebrew Text. 
This was the purpose too of the literal translation of Onqelos. But the literal- 
ness of N does not exelude grammatical pluses; there are 15 pluses in N vs. 16 
in D (note that for Gen 7, 4-15 there is no D text) and a similar number in 
E, while in O and Ps-Jon. grammatical pluses are praclically non-existent for 
the segments tabulated by M. G. Alien. To the preceding grammatical pluses, 
one should add 20 exegetical pluses in N text vs. 18 in E, 18 in D (note thal 
E and D lack for some portions of the tabulated lexts), 43 in Ps and 10 in O. 
These results bearing on the tabulated portions by Alien, indícate that the 
agreement of the N text with the MT, extensive as it is, connot be termed 
strict agreement (‘). 

As for the nature of N exegetical pluses much has been written already by 
P. Kahle, by myself and especially by my studenl M. Ghana (see my book El 
Targum, Barcelona, 1972, pp. 78-88, and Moíse Ghana, «Agneau Pascal et 
circoncision: Le probléme de la halakha premishnaíque dans le Targum 
Palestinien», VT 33, 1973, pp. 385-399) and by Menahem Kasher. N pluses 
often disagree with the traditional understanding of the Hebrew Text, diffe- 
ring from G, Ps-Jon and the official halakha. Let us mention here some 
examples offered by M. Kasher in vol. 26 of Torah Shelcnuih, which appeared 
in Jerusalem, 1974: Lev 5, 1 MT says: «If a person incurs guilt, when he has 
heard the voice of an oath and, although able lo teslify as one who has either 
seen or learned of the maller, he does not give Information, he shall bear his 
sin». N transíales literally but adds this significant exegetical plus: (If a person 
incurs guilt when he has heard the voice of an oath) of hlasphemy. The 
addition of this solé word changes entirely the sense of the verse, and, as M. 
Kasher States, «this explanation is completely new» (in rabbinic exegesis) (cf 
Torah Slwlemah, vol. 26, p. 236). G and Ps explanations move in different line. 


(') E. Martínez Borobio has shown in his doctoral Dissertation, Estudios lingüísticos... 
pp 39-43, that the periphrastic usage of hwwh + participle, instead of simple participle, perfect 
on imperfect of the Hebrew Text, is common in Neofiti 1, not only in midrashic expansions, 
but in proper translations as well. This shows that N has its own style, independent from the 
Hebrew Vorlage, which hardly can be termed as «translation Aramaic». 
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Lev 5,9; N lexl reads yemce^selí, viz. Ihe verb in pa*el, againsl MT, O, 
Ps-Jon. and the gemara which read a niPal. Allhough N has very seldom 
vocalized lexl or words, ihis verb is here given vowel signs lo indícale Ihal N 
has ils own peculiar underslanding of ihe Hebrew Texl. Incidenlally, could a 
Renaissance Uumanisl deviale in ihis way ihe Iradilional vocalizalion and 
underslanding of ihe verb, if his purpose was lo revise N lexl lowards MT? 

Lev 5J5 : N renders ihe Hebrew Texl ímym as !^lm like O and Ps-Jon., 
bul lo Ihis lileral rendilion il joins here and regularly afler §lm, mn nnvm: bul 
whal is far more significanl, is N iranslalion of qwd^ by hyt cjcLli (inslead of 
qwds' of O and Ps-Jon.). This plus (hyt) is frequenl in Ñ and very rare in 
olher Paleslinian Targums lexls. 

1 have wrillen elsewhere on ihe significance of ihis plus and ils early origin 
(see Neophyti /, editio princeps, Levitico, pp 31s*). 

Lev 5,24: N renders MT (w§lm Hw) hr^hv as... /7^/7/*(«in full»); lil.: «in Ihe 
capilal»); and has ihe same Iranslalion in Num 5,7 (hcjrnh), vs. O, Ps-Jon. 
hry)íyh («in ihe beginning», before offering ihe sacrifice), a rendilion shared 
in Num 5,7 by O, M, Ps, allhough ihis lasl lexl also confíales by adding qrn*. 
The Iranslalion of N Num 5,7 as cpiih is confirmed by ihe ed. of Arukh of 
Amslerdam, 1655, and MS. Valican 418, bul in Arukh of Pesaro 1517, Veni- 
ce 1531, Bodl. MS. and Kohul cjrn is ihe iranslalion of in Targum 
Yerushalmi, a fací confirmed for Num 5,7 by ihe Meturgeman, and for Num 
5,8 by a quolalion of Targum Yerushalmi in Ihe TiM (cf S. Speier, loe. cit., 
p 172; M. Kasher, op. cit., p 241). 

From Ihe preceding evidence we can conclude nol only ihal N has diffe- 
renl approach lo ihe Hebrew Texl, bul also ihal il deviales from ihe Hebrew 
Texl wording, ihe Hebrew Texl wording, preserved in O, Ps-Jon. and M, 
whenever il is required by ils own Iradilion. A 16lh-cenl. lexlual cryslalliza- 
lion would have chosen hrylíyli inslead of hqrn\ 

Lev 5,24: The lileral rendilion of MT hqwm ^hntw is preserved in M, 
whereas Ihe N lexl has a peculiar iranslalion, «on ihe day he became guilly», 
in accordance lo R. *Aqiba (see M. Kasher, op. cit., 242). O agrees wilh Bel 
Hillel and Ps-Jon. wilh Bel Shammay (M. Kasher, ihid.). Here again M is 
in closer agreemenl wilh MT ihan is ihe N lexl. 

One of Ihe more consislenl pluses of N lexl is ihe Iranslalion of 
Hebrew z't twrt as d' gzyrt ht/vC wilh orlhographic varialions 
( *\vryt'r\vrytli: gzyrílgyzyrtlgzrí). M. Kasher has collecled 18 inslances of 
Lev-Num-Deul where zot torat appears wilh ihe corresponding Iranslalions 
in O, Ps-Jon., N, M. Now, ihe N lexl consislenlly Iranslales d" gzyrt *\vryt\ 
(The plus gzyrt is missing in N Lev 14,54, bul is supplied belween ihe lines). 
We have Ihe same consislency in O, who always renders as d* *\vryt* wilhoul 
ihe N plus. M likewise consislenlly renders by *lnv\\yt wilhoul N pius. Ps-Jon. 
in 9 cases renders as O (ded \)raytcd), bul in Num 5,29; 6,21 as M (da* 
’ahawayal *orayla*), and has ihe reading of N lexl in Lev 11,46, Deul 4,44 
(gzyrt *\\'ryt*), and conílales N and M in Lev 14,32 gzyrt 'hwwyyt, 54 gzyrt 
Vzu’H’v/ \vryt\ 57^^rv/7 'liwyyt, 15,32 ,í,^rv77 *h\\yyt. From ihis one can conclude 
Ihal N is very consislenl and ihal ils plus gzyrt, like ihe reading 'hwwyt of M, 
is confirmed by simple or confíale readings of Ps-Jon. 

The same plus of N lexl (gzyrt) relurns in ihe iranslalion of Hebrew Texl 
twrh *ljt: gzyrt *n7*ri7* lid* {E\ 12,49; Lev 7,7; Num 15,16) where O, Ps-Jon. 
render lilerally da* *orayta*. In Ihese verses again M has *h\v\vyt hw wyyt ( hd*). 
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Anolhcr inleresting plus of N lexl is y^qarUqar preceding Sekinah. This 
is a peculiar fealure of N, found bul seldom in olher texis of Ihe Paleslinian 
Targum. Anolher recurring plus of N is ^crali ^ehaq instead of 

Lev 6J: N lexl and O renden Hebrew Text nuhv bci for Ihe plural Ihwsyu 
clhiLs. whereas Ihe firsl Biblia Rabbinica has Ihiáyh hd. This devialion from 
MT seems lo retlecl Ihe controversy between R. Yehuda and R. Dosa of TB 
Yonui 23b (cf M. Kasher, op. cit., p 254), and shows once more that ihe N 
lexl does nol follow blindly ils Hebrew Vorlage. 

Lev óyJ; N Text, Ps and O (reading of the Naharda‘e) renden Hebrew /id\n 
for í/v//?7* (again Lev 6,4), and nol d§n* of O (Surae) which is closer lo Hebrew' 
Text (see possible reason in M. Kasher, /7)/V/, p 246). 

Lev 6J2: instead of literal translation of O, Ps-Jon. «...and (the olher) half 
in the evening», N lexl has «and ihe (olher) half you shall offer al Iwilight» 
(lit: «between the suns»), viz. N reads 'rhym instead of Tb of MT. 

This exegesis seems designed lo fix the exact lime for the minhah of the 
hühittin, or cakes to be offered by the High-Priest at the time of the evening 
tamid, namely, «between the suns», and this reading explains the same reading 
in the Mishnah (cf Mctuüwí 4, 5) vs. the reading «in the evening» followed by 
O Ps and supporled also by varianl reading in the Mishnah (cf evidencc in 
M. Kasher, op. cií., p 246). It is hard lo undersland N’s devialion from TM, 
O, Ps-Jon., on the assumplion of a systematic revisión towards O and MT in 
Renaissance times. 

Lev 6,20: N and M add a new sense to the verses by the simple addition 
of u’\7 in the translation (by simple addition of waw conjunctivum lo MT u’*- 
sr yzli dyli): Instead of rendering, like O, Ps-Jon., «You shall wash the blood 
sprinkled on a garment», N M render «You shall wash the blood sprinkled 
on a garment and that (wyt) sprinkled on it (= the meat of the sin offering)» 
(cf M. Kasher, op. cit., p 247), which is an entirely new exegesis, not in keeping 
wilh a «literal» rendering of the MT. 

Lev 19,26 N adds qtyly Sanhedrin to MT 7 dm. 

Gen 8,6 N /r**(door), M wilh MT Z/rA * (window). 

Gen 18,23-24 N O Ps-Jon. rgz for MT «/ (also). 

Gen 49,6 N O 3wr (wall) for MT §or (bull). 

All this proves that N text provides many exegetical pluses and many 
deviations from MT, O and Ps-Jon., found in the translation pluses or in 
simple translation of the Hebrew Text. It deviates from Hebrew Text even in 
important matters as in Ex 21,23 where N transíales Hebrew nefels taljat nejes 
as «/.V tlflwmy nj^, vs. O nfV hlf njy, an awkward translation of N repeated in 
N beut 19,21; or in Ex 22,4, a passage where N translation diverges from MT 
and halakha; or in Gen 1,1 where N has the plus hqdniyn added to the 
primitive hhwkmd. 

For these N pluses or peculiar renditions of N therc is frequent support 
in Pseudo-Jonalhan, which uses to confíate readings from different sources, 
and in quotations found in Meturgeman, Tdihi, Anikh, as we have explained 
before. 

In order to strengther the reliability of N text in its individualistic wording 
and exegesis, may I quole some new examples brought to our knowledge by 
David J. Martin, in his review of Neophyti I, vols. 1, II, and III of the editio 
prineeps, a review appeared in Tradition 13-14 (1973) under the heading«New 
Directions in Biblical Scholarship. Targum Yerushalmi to the Pentaleuch», 
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pp 202-207. Betbre presenting ihese examples, Martin says: «None of these 
scholars, however. has examined Neofili and ils relationship to the Targum 
Ycrushalmi cited by early Biblical and Talmudic commentaries. Several 
examples examined by this wriler should show eoncliisively that the Neofiti 
contains material which was known to both chachnwi Provence and ehaelunei 
Sephanid as part of the Tcir^um Yerushalmi and is not known in any other 
Targum. That is to say, this manuscript contains not only a Palestinian 
Targum, but speeifically that Targum whieh was known to the early exegetes 
as Targum Yerushalmi» (ihid., pp 202s). Martin calis to our attention that R. 
ChanaiCel (died 1056, al-Qayrawán) in his commentary to the Talmud (B. 
M. 25a) qnotes a Targum Eretz Yisrael which interprets sikkel et yadw (guid- 
ed his hands wittingly. Gen 48,14) as shalehephmu yeladohi (sic) (crossed his 
hands). «This translation. says Martin, is unknown in any other Targum to 
this verse but is found explicitly in Neofiti 1. This Targum is also cited by Alfasi 
to B. M. ihid., Sefel ha-Orueh (llth cent.) s. v. slialeliepli and Rashbam on 
the Talmud (B.B. 99a)» ( ihid.) Aetually the text of N is: lilhf yí ydwy. 

Gen 37J: wlmnli 'nljnw nPIlmym 'llmym: Rashi (llth cent.) cites the Tar¬ 
gum Yerushalmi to this verse in his commentary (B. M. 21a, s. v. kerichot) 
as mekarkhin kerikhin. Similarly Sefer ha-Orueh (s. v. Karoch): Targum 
Yerushalmi mekarkhin karkhon. O anahna measerin ésclrcln, Ps-Jon. anahna 
mfrkyn pyrwkyn, R mfrkyn prkyn. Only Neofiti translates the verse exactly 
as the early commentaries (ihid., p 2()3): N ^nlvP mkrkyn kwrkwwn. It is 
noteworlhy that precisely in this Yerushalmi Targum quotation, N and Ps- 
Jon. both have anahna instead of anan. 

Gen 44J2: MT killah: O ,vuvr; Ps-Jon. psq: N syyf. R. Bahye (llth cen.) 
in his commentary cites the interpretation of the Targum Yerushalmi to killah 
as sayaf, as N tex (ihid., p 303). 

E.\ 23JI: MT tiSmetennah unéta§tah; O iSmtynh wlrt§ynh; Ps-Jon. 
t,^mytyn* mpwlhn* wtfqr...; N tSmtwn yth wtbq(r)wn yth. This translation is 
the rendering quoted by Radak in his Sefer ha-Sorasim (s. v. hkr) as Targum 
Yerushalmi to this verse: tishmetun... untevakrun («leave at rest and renounce»); 
and a similar versión is quoted in Ramban to Leviticus 19,20 (ihid., p 203). 

The conclusión of David J. Martin is: «While by no means exhaustive (ef 
a Yerushalmi Targum quotation to Ex 15,27 only to be found in N), these 
examples suggest very definitely that the Neofiti is in fact the Targum Yerus¬ 
halmi (or Targum Eretz Israel) known to the early commentaries» (ihid.). 

The eonfirmation provided by medieval quotations extends even to N 
translations which have no support in the Talmud or Midrash. We have just 
quoted N translation of thqrwn in Ex 23,11. According to Martin (ihid., p 207) 
the later Talmudic commentaries discussed the problem of wether each indi¬ 
vidual should renounce ownership of his crop in the sabbatical year or wether 
they are automatically he/ker, free. Neofiti’s use of thqrwn (to renounce 
ownership) would suggest the opinión of those who demand that the owner 
render the crop hefker. There is no mention in the Talmud of this law 
contained in N (ihid., p 207). 

In Lev 25.3.4 the authenticity and the early origin of the rendering tzhrwn 
(O tiksah) can be proved by the rarity of this word: according to Rainer 
Degen (cf his review of Neophyti 1, vol. III, Levítieo, WO 7[1974], pp 303s) this 
root whieh appears in Ugaritic and in Arabic and through this latter language 
in MaMula Aramaic, is first attested in Aramaic in this passage of N. 
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Haggadic Sections of N Text. 

So far we have considered the translalion verses of N text. N is often indi- 
vidualistic in its rendering of the Hebrew Text. Admittedly it has a tendency to 
literalness and this makes it appear as following O. But it contains a great 
many variants, many of them on the lexical level, which cannot be explained as 
variations towards the Hebrew Text, to O, or as a product of a different form 
of exegesis. Even in translation verses N goes its own way to a large extent. 

If we proceed now to survey the midrashic part of N, we realize that it 
has many large haggadic pluses which of course develop the themes of the 
Hebrew verses adding expansions very far removed from the Hebrew Text. 
The influence in N of Hebrew Text and of O, which usually lacks these 
haggadic expansions, is really minor, if at all existent. However, we notice 
that what we would term «onqelosisms» are sometimes present in the langua- 
ge of N paraphrases. These are due not to an non-existent Onqelos, but to 
the influence of the language in which O was written. We also see that the 
morphology and syntax of these passages agree with the morphology and 
syntax used in translation verses. For instance, without any Hebrew Vorlage 
V/, the Targumic haggada has v/, the same as in translation verses, and 
usually does not affix the personal pronoun object to the verb as is the norm 
in Biblical Aramaic or in Galilaean Aramaic of the Talmud Yerushalmi and 
Midrashim. Linguistically the Palestinian Targums, not only N, show basically 
the same language, with more or less foreign intrusión. What is peculiar to 
the N haggadic portions, is that even here it goes its own way. M. Alien in 
the above mentioned thesis has devoted several chapters to the study of the 
haggadic portions of the Palestinian Targumim, with special reference to N. 
His Work is confined to the Targum to Gen 38,33 (in which verse O is literal) 
and to the expansions of Gen 38,25.26. This material, however, is too limited 
lo provide the basis for any wide-ranging conclusions. In Gen 38,25.26 N 
definitely follows the long recensión represented by D, vs. the short one 
represented by E. N rearranges the text as 440 does in several places; and 
holds back the translation of the Hebrew verse for the end of the paraphrasis. 
As an «Onqelosism» only k^n (now) can be singled out, where in 110, 440, we 
notice twice -//’as fem. sing. personal suffix. N has too 'kr with Ps-Jon. which 
seems an Hebraism for hkr of MT. Far away from O influence, N has yyy 
instead of Moma de yyy (440). But what needs to be stressed is that N with 
Ps-Jon. represents the longest expansión of v. 25 and that the arrangement of 
the haggada is shared in some parís by 440. 

If we examine a haggada four times repeated in N text (Lev 24,12; 
Num 9,8; 15,34; 27,5) we arrive lo ihe conclusión that its text has no rigorous 
uniformity: in Lev 24,12 adds «and he decided them in the understanding 
from above» nol found in the parallel texts; Num 9,8 miss the words «In the 
former and in the latter he said: 1 have not heard», which are present in the 
other three texts. There are olher minor variants and the end of the haggada 
is different in the four cases, bul in all ihe four parallels the presenlalion of 
the cases is arranged in the same order: impure pcrsons - daughlers of Ze- 
lophhad - galhering wood in sabbalh - blasphemy. Whilsl in Lev 24,12 M 
order is: blasphemy - galhering wood - impure persons..., in Num 9,8 M: 
blasphemy - galhering wood..., in Num 15,34 M: galhering wood - blasp¬ 
hemy - impure persons - daughters of Zelophhad; in Num 27,5 there is no M 
for the matler. 
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The outcome ofall ihis is thal the N tcxl is nol enlirely consislenl in ilsclf. 
that has a different arrangement from M and ihal evcn M diíTcrs in ils own 
arrangemenl. MS. 110 follows the order of N lexl and has the plus «he 
decided in ihe underslanding from above» (cf. supra). whereas Nii and R have 
the order: blasphemy - gathering wood-impure persons - daughters of Zeloph- 
had. The order of N is not arbitrary inasmuch as 1 10 supports it. 

In Gen 3,22 N has a long expansión missing in 1 10, 440, Nii, R, M; in 
other verses sometimes N is shorter, sonietimes longer. 

Gen 4,8: N conllates the haggada contained in MS. R in a probably 
mistaken recensión, and in 110, 440, Nii and R. But since N text agrees 
substanlially with Ps-Jon., one cannot say that N arrangement, granted that 
it is not the earliest one, is an arbitrary crystallization made by a FRimanist. 

In Ex 20,1.2 N conllates two haggadot. 

The language and orthography of these haggadot of the N text, wether 
shorter or longer, simple or conllate, iisually is better Western Aramaic than 
those of lio, Nii, R and often 440 texts, what forbids lis to attribiite the 
potential textual later crystallization of N text to a Renaissance Uumanist. 
This contention does not imply the complete absence of foreign linguistic 
intrusions in N text, 7, k'n (now), dni (instead of W///) being the more consis- 
tenly used. But of course, such foreign elements belong to oíd Aramaic and 
could have entered the N text at a very early date. 

In addition to the examples cited, we may add many more: N Gn 1,2 thy* 
wbhy* wsdy...wryqn* and 1,5 sdr 'bd (conílate readings); 1,14 shryn yrhyn 
(Ídem); 2,12 w*bny* (bth wmrglyt* (idem): M 3.8 bgw msy‘wt (idem); 3,24 mn 
mlqdmyn mn mdn(h) (double translation); N 7, 14 wkl dprh wkl dlyys 
(confíate reading, cf M); Gn 14,7 b‘yn gdy tmryh (O and Ps-Jon. b‘yn gdy); 

15.17 blwnh btnwrh (idem); 19,37 *by *bwhwn (idem): M 21,6 whdy ly yty(!) 
wyhdy *my (idem); N 24,13 qyym m*td (idem); 26,10 bqlyl z*yr (idem); 29,30 
‘wd twb (idem): 29,35 nwdy wnSbh: 30,2 pry wwld (idem): 31,38 w'mryy dkry 
(idem); 30,31 klwm md*m (idem): 32,27 mC slq (idem): 34,31 t/y* nfqt br* 
(idem): N Ex 19,5 *m *yn (idem): Lv 16,5 wmn Iwwt *m knSth (according to 
A. Tal, «Ms. Neophyti l:The Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch», p 35): 
Nm 14,27 qdmyy Iwyy: 19,6 wyqlq wyllq: 20,11 tny tryn zmnyn (idem); Dt 

4.17 dfrh dtyys (idem), etc. 

Gn 44,18 contains a clear example of such conflatory readings: A and B. 
A is in full agreement with M (short versión); B is a paraphrastic and developed 
versión with some anomaly in the order of its parts; B is divided in two parts 
separated by sof pasuq. The rabbinic expression ‘I hd kmh wkmh is repeated 
twice in versión B, which apparently is a late interpolation in the primitive 
text preserved in versión A (Martínez Borobio). 

Ex 23,2 is a new example of a mixed versión. 


